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offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHERwOOD) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3023, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, on that | demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

m|

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 3023 and H.R. 4408.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

a

KEEPING SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE SOLVENT

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, this afternoon the President is re-
leasing his mid-session economic re-
view. That review indicates that there
will be over $800 billion more revenues
coming into the Federal Government
in the next 10 years than was projected
just last January, $800 billion. There is
a substantial increase in this year,
2000, of $45 billion more than we antici-
pated just 6 months ago. It is $64 bil-
lion more next year in 2001 than we an-
ticipated.

That means that the Social Security
“lockbox’ as well as the Medicare
“lockbox’ that we passed last week is
going to be maintained. It means that,
with a little discipline from this body,
we will not be spending that Social Se-
curity surplus or the Medicare trust
fund surplus.

I think we are in a unique position
and that unique position means that
we have an opportunity now to keep
Social Security and Medicare solvent.
We have an opportunity to make the
kind of changes that will not leave our
kids and our grandkids with a huge
debt and, in effect, say to them that
they are going to be responsible for
paying off that kind of debt, that now
amounts to $5.7 trillion.

And why would they be responsible
for more debt? It is because this body
and the President of the United States
have found it to their political advan-
tage to simply spend more and more
money.

At some time we are going to have to
decide, as part of good public policy,
how much taxes should be in this coun-
try, what is reasonable in terms of the
percent of what a worker earns, should
go for taxes. Right now, an average
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taxpayer, pays 41 percent of every dol-
lar they earn in taxes.

After we decide on a reasonable level
of taxation, then we have got to
prioritize spending. Part of that pri-
ority has got to make sure that we
keep Social Security and Medicare sol-
vent.

O

CHURCH PLAN PARITY AND
ENTANGLEMENT PREVENTION ACT

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen-
ate bill (S. 1309) to amend title | of the
Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 to provide for the preemp-
tion of State law in certain cases relat-
ing to certain church plans.

The Clerk read as follows:

S. 1309

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is only to clarify
the application to a church plan that is a
welfare plan of State insurance laws that re-
quire or solely relate to licensing, solvency,
insolvency, or the status of such plan as a
single employer plan.

SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF CHURCH WELFARE
PLAN STATUS UNDER STATE INSUR-
ANCE LAW.

(&) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of deter-
mining the status of a church plan that is a
welfare plan under provisions of a State in-
surance law described in subsection (b), such
a church plan (and any trust under such
plan) shall be deemed to be a plan sponsored
by a single employer that reimburses costs
from general church assets, or purchases in-
surance coverage with general church assets,
or both.

(b) STATE INSURANCE LAW.—A State insur-
ance law described in this subsection is a law
that—

(1) requires a church plan, or an organiza-
tion described in section 414(e)(3)(A) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and section
3(33)(C)(i) of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1002(33)(C)(i)) to the extent that it is admin-
istering or funding such a plan, to be li-
censed; or

(2) relates solely to the solvency or insol-
vency of a church plan (including participa-
tion in State guaranty funds and associa-
tions).

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) CHURCH PLAN.—The term *‘‘church plan”’
has the meaning given such term by section
414(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
and section 3(33) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1002(33)).

(2) REIMBURSES COSTS FROM GENERAL
CHURCH ASSETS.—The term “‘reimburses costs
from general church assets’”” means engaging
in an activity that is not the spreading of
risk solely for the purposes of the provisions

of State insurance laws described in sub-
section (b).

(3) WELFARE PLAN.—The term ‘‘welfare
plan”—

(A) means any church plan to the extent
that such plan provides medical, surgical, or
hospital care or benefits, or benefits in the
event of sickness, accident, disability, death
or unemployment, or vacation benefits, ap-
prenticeship or other training programs, or
day care centers, scholarship funds, or pre-
paid legal services; and
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(B) does not include any entity, such as a
health insurance issuer described in section
9832(b)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 or a health maintenance organization
described in section 9832(b)(3) of such Code,
or any other organization that does business
with the church plan or organization spon-
soring or maintaining such a plan.

(d) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
for purposes of enforcing provisions of State
insurance laws that apply to a church plan
that is a welfare plan, the church plan shall
be subject to State enforcement as if the
church plan were an insurer licensed by the
State.

(e) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—Except as
provided in subsection (d), the application of
this section is limited to determining the
status of a church plan that is a welfare plan
under the provisions of State insurance laws
described in subsection (b). This section
shall not otherwise be construed to recharac-
terize the status, or modify or affect the
rights, of any plan participant or bene-
ficiary, including participants or bene-
ficiaries who make plan contributions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 1309.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support
of S. 1309, to clarify the status of
church-sponsored health plans. Church
plans are treated similarly to the
health plans for the employees of State
and local governments. These health
plans are defined in the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act, or, as
we know it, ERISA, and then excluded
from its provisions. This exclusion is
important because of the need to pro-
tect unnecessary Government entan-
glement in the internal affairs of
churches.

Ironically, our Federal effort to pre-
vent Government intrusion has left the
status of these church programs under
State laws uncertain. State laws have
developed without regard to the special
characteristics of church benefit pro-
grams. Accordingly, these church pro-
grams are potentially subject to regu-
lation by individual States, which was
never intended when church plans were
designed.

The impetus for the present legisla-
tion is twofold. First, from time to
time, State insurance commissioners
raise questions as to the need for
church plans to obtain a license as an
insurance company; and, secondly, due
to their exclusion from ERISA, many
insurance companies and health care
providers are ambivalent about their
capacity to contract with church plans
for coverage or services.
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